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to﻿ three﻿ type﻿of﻿ assessment﻿ practices,﻿ self,﻿ peer﻿ and﻿ co-assessment﻿ practices﻿ (Dochy,﻿Segers,﻿&﻿
Sluijsmans,﻿1999).﻿The﻿world﻿has﻿witnessed﻿a﻿change﻿from﻿era﻿of﻿testing﻿to﻿the﻿era﻿of﻿assessment﻿
International Journal of Quality Assurance in Engineering and Technology Education













































International Journal of Quality Assurance in Engineering and Technology Education
Volume 5 • Issue 4 • October-December 2016
4
DISCUSSIoN
Question 1: How Comfortable Do you Feel Practicing 




Table 1. Survey results
Question a b c d
How﻿comfortable﻿do﻿you﻿feel﻿practicing﻿peer-peer﻿learning﻿in﻿your﻿unit? 6 15 3
Are﻿you﻿satisfied﻿with﻿the﻿following﻿assessment﻿categories﻿(assignment﻿2)﻿being﻿
considered﻿for﻿teamwork? 5 16 4
Is﻿Belbin﻿test﻿extracting﻿the﻿right﻿person﻿for﻿the﻿right﻿role? 3 15 6
Are﻿you﻿satisfied﻿with﻿the﻿team﻿selection? 14 13
Which﻿of﻿these﻿options﻿do﻿you﻿prefer﻿for﻿team﻿selection? 10 4 2 9
Was﻿the﻿assessment﻿(2﻿individual﻿and﻿1﻿group)﻿criteria﻿for﻿the﻿entire﻿unit﻿satisfactory? 13 9 1
Do﻿you﻿want﻿any﻿changes﻿to﻿the﻿assessment﻿criteria? 5 6 2 11
Was﻿peer-peer﻿learning﻿advantageous?﻿If﻿so﻿how? 9 14 4 7
Was﻿peer-peer﻿learning﻿disadvantageous?﻿If﻿so﻿how? 7 11 2 3
Overall,﻿how﻿effective﻿is﻿peer-peer﻿learning﻿in﻿this﻿unit?﻿on﻿a﻿scale﻿of﻿1-4,﻿1﻿being﻿excellent﻿
and﻿4﻿being﻿worst? 2 17 3 2
Figure 1. Survey results analysis
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Question 2: Are you Satisfied with the Following Assessment 











Question 3: Is Belbin Test Extracting the Right Person for the Right Role?
Belbin﻿test﻿is﻿a﻿personality﻿test﻿which﻿was﻿taken﻿at﻿the﻿start﻿of﻿the﻿unit﻿in﻿order﻿to﻿rank﻿and﻿categorise﻿






Question 4: Are you Satisfied with the Team Selection?
The﻿motivation﻿behind﻿conducting﻿the﻿test﻿and﻿team﻿formation﻿is﻿to﻿make﻿the﻿students﻿move﻿away﻿














Question 6: was the Assessment (2 Individual and 1 
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Question 8: was Peer-Peer Learning Advantageous? If so, How?






Question 9: was Peer-Peer Learning Disadvantageous? If so, How?








Question 10: overall, How Effective is Peer-Peer Learning in this 















important﻿ phase﻿ in﻿peer-peer﻿ learning.﻿ It﻿ should﻿be﻿based﻿on﻿ alignment﻿between﻿ an﻿ individual’s﻿
personality﻿and﻿role﻿in﻿the﻿team.﻿A﻿systematic﻿personality﻿test﻿like﻿Belbin﻿test﻿need﻿to﻿be﻿conducted﻿
in﻿order﻿ to﻿get﻿an﻿overview﻿and﻿prioritise/rank﻿student﻿personalities﻿ such﻿as﻿ leadership,﻿ resource﻿
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As﻿ the﻿ survey﻿ results﻿point﻿out﻿ that﻿ the﻿majority﻿ student﻿want﻿ to﻿have﻿group﻿and﻿ individual﻿
assessment﻿in﻿the﻿ratio﻿of﻿80:20.﻿Therefore,﻿a﻿need﻿to﻿design﻿an﻿assessment﻿criteria/rubric﻿which﻿
caters﻿to﻿an﻿individual’s﻿contribution﻿to﻿the﻿team﻿is﻿required﻿and﻿also﻿brings﻿in﻿a﻿factor﻿of﻿recognition﻿
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systematic,﻿ tech﻿ savvy﻿and﻿understand﻿ internet﻿based﻿ tools﻿ to﻿give﻿a﻿confidential﻿ and﻿qualitative﻿











Key Reflections on Peer-Peer Learning
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